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Case AVARU-009M/010M 

Trademark Registration 

 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 

In the Matter of Trademark Registration No. 3,675,027 
 

 

Ava Ruha Corporation dba Mother’s  

Market & Kitchen, 

 

  Petitioner, 

 

vs. 

 

Mother’s Nutritional Center, Inc., 

 

  Respondent.                             

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Cancellation Nos.:  

 

92056067 for Registration No. 3675027 

For the Mark MOTHER’S (stylized) 

 

And 

 

92056080 for Registration No. 3675056 

For the Mark MOTHER’S NUTRITIONAL 

CENTER 

 

PETITIONER’S MOTION TO EXTEND REMAINING DEADLINES IN THE 

CASE, INCLUDING DISCOVERY CUT-OFF 

 

Petitioner Ava Ruha Corporation dba Mother’s Market & Kitchen (“Petitioner”) 

hereby moves pursuant to TBMP Rule 509.01(a) and Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 6(b) to extend the 

time for the remaining deadlines in this case (other than expert disclosures) by 60 days, 

including discovery cut-off.   Petitioner submits that good cause exists to extend these 

dates. 

On March 9, 2015, Petitioner timely served a notice of deposition of Respondent 

under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 30(b)(6).  These dates were continued after the 

parties began settlement negotiations in April of this year which included the exchange of 

several versions of settlement terms.  These negotiations have been ongoing to the 

present.  See Vegh Dec. 

Respondent recently substituted its former counsel out of the case and replaced it 
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with its general counsel on July 31.  On September 1, Petitioner’s counsel then requested 

Respondent’s new counsel to provide dates of availability for the depositions of his 

client’s representatives.  Respondent’s counsel responded by identifying dates he could 

be available for deposition and would “run it past the witnesses” but stated that he would 

beginning a trial on September 28.  Other than two dates in September, Petitioner’s 

counsel indicated would be available for deposition on the rest of the dates indicated.  On 

September 11, Respondent’s counsel requested a call to discuss the case.  On September 

14, the parties’ counsel conducted a call wherein settlement issues were discussed.  

Petitioner’s counsel understood from this discussion that if the parties could not reach a 

resolution of the issues, Respondent’s counsel would produce his client’s representatives 

for deposition.  On September 14, Respondent’s counsel then provided a further 

settlement proposal.  On October 1, Petitioner’s counsel requested a further extension of 

the remaining deadlines in the case, including discovery cut-off, with the understanding 

that the expert disclosure date was not being extended.  Respondent’s counsel agreed to 

this extension.  On November 5 and 6, counsel for Petitioner reached out to Respondent’s 

counsel, indicating that additional time was needed to consider Respondent’s latest 

settlement proposal because additional individuals needed to give it consideration on 

behalf of Petitioner.  See Vegh Dec. 

After leaving further voicemails and emails with Respondent’s counsel, on 

November 10, Petitioner’s counsel spoke with Respondent’s counsel Jeffrey Berkowitz 

who stated that Respondent would not agree to a further-extension of the remaining 

deadlines in the case, including discovery cut-off.  Petitioner’s counsel told Mr. 

Berkowitz he was surprised by his client’s position, in view of the understanding that 
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counsel had in terms of not requiring the parties’ representatives to sit for deposition 

unless and impasse was reached in settlement discussions.  Mr. Berkowitz replied that he 

would allow Petitioner to prosecute its case by making available Respondent’s 

representatives for deposition.  Petitioner’s counsel responded he needed counsel’s 

consent for a further extension of the discovery cut-off date to allow these depositions to 

go forward, in view of the fact that the discovery cut-off date was on November 10.  

Petitioner’s counsel further stated that now that Respondent wished to go forward with 

depositions before Petitioner had formally responded to its last settlement proposal, 

Petitioner would notice the depositions in short order such that this would be the last 

discovery extension request that would be made with the Board.  Mr. Berkowitz stated he 

would discuss it with his co-counsel Mr. Marks and get back to me.  See Vegh Dec. 

Also on November 10, 2015, Petitioner’s counsel received a phone call from Mr. 

Marks who merely restated that his client was not agreeable to any further extensions.  I 

reiterated the statements I made to Mr. Berkowitz, adding that we obviously wanted to 

take the deposition of Respondent’s representatives in view of the prior deposition notice 

and inquiries made for deposition dates, but in view of counsel’s expectation that 

Respondent’s representatives would not sit for deposition unless and until a negotiation 

impasse were reached, we had not pressed for additional dates or unilaterally noticed his 

client’s depositions.  Petitioner’s counsel also informed Mr. Marks that Petitioner’s delay 

in providing a response to Respondent’s most recent settlement proposal was due to an 

ongoing change in control of the ownership of Petitioner which required additional layers 

of consideration by additional individuals for settlement negotiation and approval.  

Notwithstanding, Respondent’s counsel refused to provide additional extensions for 
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discovery.  See Vegh Dec. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, good cause exists to grant Petitioner’s request for 

an extension of the remaining deadlines in the case, including discovery cut-off, based on 

Petitioner’s diligent conduct of discovery in this case, the ongoing settlement negotiations 

between the parties, the prior cooperation between counsel regarding the extension of 

remaining deadlines, counsels’ understanding and expectation that Respondent would not 

produce his client representatives for deposition until and unless an impasse had been 

reached in settlement negotiations, and the unique circumstances regarding the 

consideration of and authorization for approval of settlement terms presented by an 

ongoing change in control of the ownership of Petitioner which requires additional layers 

of consideration by additional individuals working with or on behalf of the Petitioner. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Dated: November 10, 2015 

STETINA BRUNDA GARRED & BRUCKER 

 

 

By:/Stephen Z. Vegh/  

 Kit M. Stetina, Reg. No. 29,445 

Stephen Z. Vegh, Reg. No. 48,550 

75 Enterprise, Suite 250 

Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 

(949) 855-1246 

Counsel for Petitioner 
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 PROOF OF SERVICE 
 

 

State of California ) 

) ss. 

County of Orange ) 

 

I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action; my business address 

is 75 Enterprise, Suite 250, Aliso Viejo, California 92656.  On November 10, 2015, the 

attached PETITIONER’S MOTION TO EXTEND REMAINING DEADLINES IN 

THE CASE, INCLUDING DISCOVERY CUT-OFF was served on all interested 

parties in this action by U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, at the address as follows: 

Paul S. Marks 

Neufeld Marks 

315 West Ninth Street, Suite 501 

Los Angeles, CA 90015 

 

JEFFREY BERKOWITZ  

BERKOWITZ COHEN AND RENNETT 

9171 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 400 

BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90015 

 

 

 

Executed on November 10, 2015 at Aliso Viejo, California.  I declare under 

penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct.  I declare that I am employed in the 

office of STETINA BRUNDA GARRED & BRUCKER at whose direction service was 

made. 

 

/Tara Hamilton/               

     Tara Hamilton 
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Case AVARU-009M/010M 

Trademark Registration 

 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 

In the Matter of Trademark Registration No. 3,675,027 
 

 

Ava Ruha Corporation dba Mother’s  

Market & Kitchen, 

 

  Petitioner, 

 

vs. 

 

Mother’s Nutritional Center, Inc., 

 

  Respondent.                             

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Cancellation Nos.:  

 

92056067 for Registration No. 3675027 

For the Mark MOTHER’S (stylized) 

 

And 

 

92056080 for Registration No. 3675056 

For the Mark MOTHER’S NUTRITIONAL 

CENTER 

 

DECLARATION OF STEPHEN Z. VEGH IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO 

EXTEND REMAINING DEADLINES IN THE CASE, INCLUDING DISCOVERY 

CUT-OFF 

I, Stephen Z. Vegh, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney duly admitted to practice law before all the Courts in the 

State of California, including the United States District Court for the Central District of 

California.  I am also admitted to practice before the United States Patent and Trademark 

Office with Registration No. 48,550.  I am one of the attorneys of record for Petitioner 

Ava Ruha Corporation dba Mother’s Market & Kitchen (hereinafter “Ava Ruha”) in the 

above-referenced matter.  I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and if 

called upon as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the below facts which 

are personally known to me. 
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2. On or about May 23, 2013, Petitioner served its First Set of 

Interrogatories, Request for Admissions and Requests for Production on the Respondent 

in this matter.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “A” are true and correct copies of Petitioner’s 

first set of discovery. 

3. On or about October 3, 2013, Petitioner served its Second Set of 

Interrogatories, Request for Admissions and Requests for Production on Respondent.  

Attached hereto as Exhibit “B” are true and correct copies of Petitioner’s second set of 

discovery. 

4. On or about October 21, 2013, the Board stayed this matter pending its 

ruling on Respondent’s motion for summary judgment based on laches. 

5. On or about January 29, 2015, the Board re-opened this matter and ruled 

on Respondent’s motion for summary judgment.   

6. On or about March 4, 2015, Petitioner served a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition 

notice on Respondent.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of 

Petitioner’s deposition notice. 

7. On or about March 9, 2015, Respondent’s counsel served her client’s 

supplemental responses to interrogatories and indicated she would be investigating the 

availability of Respondent’s witnesses for deposition and would get back to me shortly.  

Attached hereto as Exhibit “D” is a true and correct copy of Respondent’s email 

communication. 

8. On March 12, 2015, Respondent’s counsel indicated that Respondent’s 

witnesses were not available for deposition and would provide alternative dates in the 
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next few days.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “E” is a true and correct copy of a 

correspondence from Respondent’s counsel dated March 12, 2015. 

9. On or about March 31, 2015, Petitioner’s counsel followed-up with 

Respondent’s counsel regarding her client’s availability for deposition.  Attached hereto 

as Exhibit “F” is a true and correct copy of the communication from Petitioner’s counsel. 

10. On that same date, Respondent’s counsel indicated that she would be 

responding shortly regarding deposition dates.  She further stated that Respondent’s 

general counsel, Jeff Berkowitz, would be getting in contact with Petitioner’s counsel.  

Attached hereto as Exhibit “G” is a true and correct copy of a communication dated 

March 31, 2015 from Respondent’s counsel. 

11. On or about April 10, 2015, Petitioner made a formal written settlement 

proposal to Petitioner’s counsel, pursuant to F.R.E. 408.   

12. On April 23, 2015, Respondent rejected Petitioner’s settlement proposal 

and presented terms of its own.  Respondent also provided dates of availability of two of 

its witnesses for deposition towards the middle of May, 2015. 

13. On or about May 12, 2015, I sent a revised settlement proposal to 

Respondent’s counsel, pursuant to F.R.E. 408.  

14. On May 20, 2015, after receiving Petitioner’s May 12 settlement proposal, 

Respondent’s counsel agreed to a further extension for Petitioner to respond to discovery 

as well as an agreement to extend the remaining deadlines in the case by 30 days.  

Attached hereto as Exhibit “H” is a true and correct copy of this communication. 

15. On or about May 27, 2015, Respondent’s counsel agreed to a further 

extension for Petitioner to respond to Respondent’s discovery and planned to provide 
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Respondent’s comments to the settlement proposal before then. Attached hereto as 

Exhibit “I” is a true and correct copy of counsel for Respondent’s communication. 

16. On or about June 25, 2015, Respondent presented a further settlement 

proposal to the Petitioner. 

17. On or about July 16, 2015, Respondent’s original counsel advised that 

they would be substituting out as counsel of record for the Respondent. 

18. On or about July 31, 2015, Respondent’s counsel, Jeffrey Berkowitz, 

indicated that his firm had substituted into the case.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “J” is a 

true and correct copy of his communication. 

19. On or about September 1, 2015, I sent a communication to Respondent’s 

new counsel requesting dates of availability for Respondent’s witnesses.  Attached hereto 

as Exhibit “K” is a true and correct copy of my e-mail communication. 

20. On or about September 2, 2015, Respondent’s co-counsel advised of dates 

he would be available for deposition and said he would run dates by his witnesses.   

21. On or about September 9, 2015, Respondent’s counsel sent an email 

requesting to discuss deposition dates as well as “the entire case.”  Attached hereto as 

Exhibit “L” is a true and correct copy of counsel for Respondent’s communication. 

22. On or about September 11, 2015, I advised that I could not do depositions 

on September 15-18 but was otherwise available in September.  Attached hereto as 

Exhibit “M” is a true and correct copy of my email communication. 

23. On or about September 11, 2015, Respondent’s counsel sent a further 

email communication requesting “to discuss the case.”  Attached hereto as Exhibit “N” is 

a true and correct copy of counsel for Respondent’s email communication. 
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24. On September 14, 2015 I conducted a call with Mssrs. Berkowitz and 

Marks  wherein settlement issues were discussed.  Based on this discussion, I understood 

that if the parties could not reach a resolution of the issues, Respondent’s counsel would 

produce his client’s representatives for deposition.   

25. That same day, on September 14, Respondent’s counsel sent a further 

revised settlement proposal pursuant to F.R.E. 408. 

26. On or about October 1, 2015, I requested a further extension of 30-days 

for the remaining deadlines in the case, based on the fact that I had yet to hear back from 

Petitioner regarding Respondent’s proposed settlement terms.  Attached hereto as Exhibit 

“O” is a true and correct copy of my email communication. 

27. On or about October 8, 2015, I confirmed that the requested extension of 

pre-trial deadlines would not include expert disclosures in view of counsels’ prior 

agreement.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “P” is a true and correct copy of my email 

communication. 

28. On or about November 5, 2015, Paralegal Tara Hamilton of the offices for 

Petitioner’s counsel advised that counsel was still awaiting to receive an answer from 

Petitioner regarding Respondent’s settlement proposal and requested a further extension 

of time of remaining deadlines in the case.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “Q” is a true and 

correct copy of this email communication. 

29. On or about November 6, 2015, I sent a further correspondence to 

Respondent’s counsel indicating that additional time was needed to consider 

Respondent’s settlement proposal because additional layers of approval by additional 
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individuals were needed to give consideration to Respondent’s settlement terms.  

Attached hereto as Exhibit “R” is a true and correct copy of this email communication. 

30. On November 9, 2015, I left voicemail messages for Respondent’s counsel 

and Ms. Hamilton sent a further follow-up email communication regarding Petitioner’s 

requested extension. 

31. On or about November 10, 2015, I spoke with Respondent’s counsel 

Jeffrey Berkowitz who stated that Respondent would not agree to a further-extension of 

the remaining deadlines in the case, including discovery cut-off.  I told Mr. Berkowitz I 

was surprised by his client’s position, in view of our understanding and expectation that 

not requiring the parties’ representatives to sit for deposition unless an impasse was 

reached in settlement discussions.   I further told Mr. Berkowitz that based on this 

understanding, I did not press Respondent for additional deposition dates after 

Respondent’s last settlement proposal and that Petitioner wanted to take the deposition of 

Respondent’s representatives.  Mr. Berkowitz replied that he would allow Petitioner to 

prosecute its case by making available Respondent’s representatives for deposition. I 

responded that we would need his consent to our requested further extension of the 

discovery cut-off date to allow these depositions to go forward, in view of the fact that 

the discovery cut-off date was today.  I further stated that now that we knew Respondent 

had changed its position and wished to go forward with depositions before Petitioner had 

formally responded to the last settlement proposal, Petitioner would notice the 

depositions in short order such that this would be the last discovery extension request that 

would be made with the Board.  Mr. Berkowitz stated he would discuss my request with 

his co-counsel Mr. Marks and get back to me.  
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32. Also on November 10, 2015, I received a phone call from Mr. Marks who 

merely stated that his client was not agreeable to any further extensions.  I reiterated the 

statements I made to Mr. Berkowitz, adding that we obviously wanted to take the 

deposition of Respondent’s representatives in view of the prior deposition notice and my 

most recent requests for deposition dates from him, but that in view of counsel’s 

expectation and understanding that Respondent’s representatives would not sit for 

deposition unless and until a negotiation impasse were reached, we had not pressed for 

additional dates or unilaterally noticed his client’s depositions until such time.  I also 

informed Mr. Marks that Petitioner’s delay in providing a response to Respondent’s most 

recent settlement proposal was due to an ongoing change in control of the ownership of 

Petitioner which required additional layers of consideration by additional individuals for 

settlement negotiation and approval. Notwithstanding, Mr. Marks stated that his client 

refused to provide additional extensions for discovery. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 

that the foregoing is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge, and if called as 

a witness, I could and would competently testify thereto. 

Executed this 10th day of November, 2015 at Aliso Viejo, California. 

  

/s/Stephen Z. Vegh  

 Stephen Z. Vegh 

Declarant 
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 PROOF OF SERVICE 
 

 

State of California ) 

) ss. 

County of Orange ) 

 

I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action; my business address 

is 75 Enterprise, Suite 250, Aliso Viejo, California 92656.  On November 10, 2015, the 

attached DECLARATION OF STEPHEN Z. VEGH IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 

TO EXTEND REMAINING DEADLINES IN THE CASE, INCLUDING 

DISCOVERY CUT-OFF was served on all interested parties in this action by U.S. Mail, 

postage prepaid, at the address as follows: 

Paul S. Marks 

Neufeld Marks 

315 West Ninth Street, Suite 501 

Los Angeles, CA 90015 

 

JEFFREY BERKOWITZ  

BERKOWITZ COHEN AND RENNETT 

9171 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 400 

BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90015 

 

 

Executed on November 10, 2015 at Aliso Viejo, California.  I declare under 

penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct.  I declare that I am employed in the 

office of STETINA BRUNDA GARRED & BRUCKER at whose direction service was 

made. 

 

/Tara Hamilton/               

     Tara Hamilton 
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Stephen – 

 

Attached are supplemental responses to ARC’s second set of interrogatories, and documents bates stamped 

MCN000380-000381. 

 

Regarding your request that we supplement our responses to Request for Production Nos. 35 and 36, we note that the 

requests are, among other things, fatally vague and overbroad.  As written they appear to require our client to search 

for and produce, among other things, every receipt for every individual purchase made with SNAP benefits over a period 

of 5 years.  However, if you provide clarification or a narrowing construction, we will consider supplementing our 

response.  As I indicated on the telephone last week, I am happy to discuss this issue. 

 

As we also discussed last week, I am investigating availability of the witnesses for deposition, and will get back to you on 

that subject shortly.  We are happy to hosts the depositions in our offices, which may make scheduling easier.  Let us 

know if you are willing to move the depositions to our offices in Century City. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Jessica 

 

 

Jessica Bromall Sparkman | Partner 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP | JMBM 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067 

D: (310) 712-6838  |  E: JBromall@JMBM.com 

VCARD | BIO | LINKEDIN 

 

This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. 

Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper 

authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM 

immediately by telephone or by e-mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all 

copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 
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Stephen –  

 

Richard Flores and Gloria Martinez are not available for deposition tomorrow.  I expect to provide you with alternative 

dates tomorrow, or early next week. 

 

Regards,  

 

Jessica 
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Stephen – 

 

Attached are supplemental responses to ARC’s second set of interrogatories, and documents bates stamped 

MCN000380-000381. 

 

Regarding your request that we supplement our responses to Request for Production Nos. 35 and 36, we note that the 

requests are, among other things, fatally vague and overbroad.  As written they appear to require our client to search 

for and produce, among other things, every receipt for every individual purchase made with SNAP benefits over a period 

of 5 years.  However, if you provide clarification or a narrowing construction, we will consider supplementing our 

response.  As I indicated on the telephone last week, I am happy to discuss this issue. 

 

As we also discussed last week, I am investigating availability of the witnesses for deposition, and will get back to you on 

that subject shortly.  We are happy to hosts the depositions in our offices, which may make scheduling easier.  Let us 

know if you are willing to move the depositions to our offices in Century City. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Jessica 



"

 

 

Jessica Bromall Sparkman | Partner 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP | JMBM 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067 

D: (310) 712-6838  |  E: JBromall@JMBM.com 

VCARD | BIO | LINKEDIN 

 

This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. 

Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper 

authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM 

immediately by telephone or by e-mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all 

copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 

 

 



Exhibit F 



�

 

 

��������������	
�������

���	��
�������������������������������

������ !�""�����#!����$���%����

�������!����& ���
'�(�������%�"���
�
����	��&)��*+��&����, ���+
�� �������-���%�% ��"�.//��01���23�

 

Jessica, I never did receive the deposition dates you agreed to provide below.  Please advise at your earliest 

opportunity.   

 

Thanks, 

 

Stephen Vegh 
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Stephen – 

 

Attached is a courtesy copy of our objection to the 30(b)(6) deposition notice to our client, which is being served by mail 

today. 

 

Regards,  

Jessica 
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Stephen –  

 

Richard Flores and Gloria Martinez are not available for deposition tomorrow.  I expect to provide you with alternative 

dates tomorrow, or early next week. 

 

Regards,  

 

Jessica 
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Stephen – 

 

I will be back to you shortly regarding deposition dates.  In the meantime, Jeff Berkowitz let me know that he has been 

trying to reach you without success, and asked me to ask that you get in touch with him.  His contact information is 

below.  

 

Best regards, 

 

Jessica 

 

Jeffrey Berkowitz 

Neufeld Marks, a Professional Corporation 

315 West Ninth Street, Suite 501, Los Angeles, CA 90015 

Tel: (213) 229-2460 

Fax: (213) 545-0049 

Email:jberkowitz@neufeldmarks.com 

www.neufeldmarks.com 
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Jessica, I never did receive the deposition dates you agreed to provide below.  Please advise at your earliest 

opportunity.   

 

Thanks, 

 

Stephen Vegh 
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Stephen –  

 

Our client is discussing your proposal internally.  We will let you know their response once we receive it. 

 

An additional week extension for the discovery, until May 28, is fine, provided we can again extend the case dates by 30 

days.  If that works, please go ahead and file the stipulation. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Jessica 
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Jessica, 

 

Do you know when we can expect a response to the settlement proposal below? 

 

I note that our client's discovery responses are due tomorrow, per your last extension.  May we have an 

additional extension, while your client is considering its response to the settlement proposal?  Assuming you 

expect to provide such a response within the next day or so, perhaps an additional week extension on the 

discovery responses would be appropriate. 

 

Please let me know. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Stephen Vegh 
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Stephen –  

 

A 14 day extension is fine.  Hopefully this will allow us time to provide our client’s comments, and have your client’s 

response before the discovery comes due. 

 

Regards,  

 

Jessica 
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Jessica, 

 

We held on filing the extension with the Board so that we’d be closer to the discovery cut-off date of June 12.  We shall 

file it next week. 

 

Our client has held off finalizing its responses to discovery in anticipation of receiving MNC’s response to our last 

settlement proposal.  As the extended date is now tomorrow, and we’ve still not heard back from you, could you please 

extend the date by another week, assuming you’ll be getting us a response by the end of this week?  If you anticipate a 

longer delay, we would request a 14-day extension.  In the alternative, perhaps we could stay the proceedings for a 

short period to allow the parties to continue to discuss settlement. 

 

Please advise at your earliest opportunity. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Stephen Vegh 
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Works for me. 

 

Jeffrey Berkowitz 

Berkowitz Cohen & Rennett, a Professional Law Corporation 

9171 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 400 

Beverly Hills, California 90210 

Tel: (424) 777-4790   

Fax: (310) 777-0441 
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�
This email message, including any attachments, is provided solely for the use of the intended recipient, and 
may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any 
other dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is prohibited. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please notify Berkowitz Cohen & Rennett immediately by telephone or by email and permanently 
delete or destroy all copies of this communication 
 

From: Stephen Z. Vegh [mailto:svegh@stetinalaw.com]  

Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 3:40 PM 

To: Jeffrey Berkowitz <JBerkowitz@bcrlegal.com>; Paul S. Marks <PMarks@neufeldmarks.com> 

Subject: RE: Ava Ruha v. Mother's Nutritional Center  

 

I can do a short call around 10:30am on Monday. 
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Can we have a call early next week to discuss the case? 

 

Jeffrey Berkowitz 

Berkowitz Cohen & Rennett, a Professional Law Corporation 

9171 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 400 
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Beverly Hills, California 90210 

Tel: (424) 777-4790   

Fax: (310) 777-0441 
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This email message, including any attachments, is provided solely for the use of the intended recipient, and 
may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any 
other dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is prohibited. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please notify Berkowitz Cohen & Rennett immediately by telephone or by email and permanently 
delete or destroy all copies of this communication 

 

From: Stephen Z. Vegh [mailto:svegh@stetinalaw.com]  

Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 3:35 PM 

To: Paul S. Marks <PMarks@neufeldmarks.com>; Jeffrey Berkowitz <JBerkowitz@bcrlegal.com> 

Subject: RE: Ava Ruha v. Mother's Nutritional Center  

 

I can’t do depos on the 15-18
th

 of September, the rest of September looks pretty good.   
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Yes, I think agreement with prior counsel was no extension on expert disclosures.  I believe automated extension 

request was done this way because if carve out different dates, it takes Trademark Office longer to process request. 
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Mr. Marks, 

 

We are still awaiting an answer from our client regarding your recent settlement proposals.  Due to the discovery cutoff 

deadline approaching next week, will you be agreeable to another 30 or 60 day extension of time? If so we will file with 

the Board and this will also confirm that while it is filed online, the expert disclosure deadline is considered 

closed.  Thank you so much. 
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Yes, I think agreement with prior counsel was no extension on expert disclosures.  I believe automated extension 

request was done this way because if carve out different dates, it takes Trademark Office longer to process request. 
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Counsel, 

 

Without disclosing attorney-client communications, additional individuals must consider the terms of your further 

settlement proposal before a response can be provided.  Please confirm that you will consent to the extension 

requested yesterday by Ms. Hamilton, at your earliest opportunity. 

 

If you’d like to discuss, please feel free to give me a call. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Stephen Vegh 
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Mr. Marks, 

 

We are still awaiting an answer from our client regarding your recent settlement proposals.  Due to the discovery cutoff 

deadline approaching next week, will you be agreeable to another 30 or 60 day extension of time? If so we will file with 

the Board and this will also confirm that while it is filed online, the expert disclosure deadline is considered 

closed.  Thank you so much. 
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